In the Art. 9.10 of Vienna Code the words 'must be chosen' denote that the choice for lectotypification is compulsorily required to be made in a given sequence but in countries with humid weather conditions the specimens are often found to be considerably damaged by insects. In such cases it may be the case that an isotype is not suitable as a choice for lectotype because it would not serve in any way for typifying a name. In that case the lectotype should be chosen from the rest of the material specified in Art. 9.10 in spite of the fact that an isotype is present. This case may also be true for other types. To overcome the problem that arises in such situations we propose the following: In the Art. 9.10 of Vienna Code the words 'must be chosen' denote that the choice for lectotypification is compulsorily required to be made in a given sequence but in countries with humid weather conditions the specimens are often found to be considerably damaged by insects. In such cases it may be the case that an isotype is not suitable as a choice for lectotype because it would not serve in any way for typifying a name. In that case the lectotype should be chosen from the rest of the material specified in Art. 9.10 in spite of the fact that an isotype is present. This case may also be true for other types. To overcome the problem that arises in such situations we propose the following: In the Art. 9.10 of Vienna Code the words 'must be chosen' denote that the choice for lectotypification is compulsorily required to be made in a given sequence but in countries with humid weather conditions the specimens are often found to be considerably damaged by insects. In such cases it may be the case that an isotype is not suitable as a choice for lectotype because it would not serve in any way for typifying a name. In that case the lectotype should be chosen from the rest of the material specified in Art. 9.10 in spite of the fact that an isotype is present. This case may also be true for other types. To overcome the problem that arises in such situations we propose the following: Dr. John McNeill, while editing one of our manuscripts, commented that a lectotype designation contrary to Art. 9.10 does not constitute an effective lectotypification. He also said that a clarification could be proposed in the form of a Note if we thought that what he said is not clearly understandable in the Code. We feel that a clarification is necessary and so propose the following Note that should be included under Art. 9.10. This proposal would correct that inconsistency by adding the phrase from Art. 7.11 to Art. 9.21 as well as adding a direct reference to both Arts. 9.20 and 9.21 into Art. 7.11
